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Acid Rain Proposals Public Hearing San Fran CA
OPENI NG REMARKS

by Ms. G ant

MS. GRANT: Good norning. Wlcone to the
second of three public hearings on the acid rain proposed
rules. They were proposed on Decenber 3rd, 1991.

My nane is Jill Gant. I'mfromE P.A"'s
of fice of general counsel in Washington D.C., and |I'l| be
serving as your hearing officer for this public hearing.

Wth me is Mchael Stenburg, from our regional
of fice, Region 9.

Before we begin to receive your coments, the
acid rain programin Washi ngton has asked ne to nake a few
brief remarks on the proposed rul es.

After that, I'mgoing to review the procedures
for the hearing, and then we'll go ahead with the conments
fromthe public.

Through the proposed acid rain rules, E. P.A
has tried to develop a flexible, yet accountable, program
to achi eve em ssion reductions and sul fur dioxide and
ni trogen oxides at the | owest possible cost.

At the sane tine, the acid rain rules

i npl enent | egislative provisions designed to encourage



energy conservation and pollution prevention.

The acid rain rul e-maki ng package proposed on
Decenber 3rd covers four separate, but interrel ated,
rules: acid rain permts, nonitoring requirenents, SO
em ssion all owance trading, and excess eni ssions
penal ties.

It is our hope that proposing the core program
conponents in this manner will facilitate a broad view of
the entire program and help to elicit the nost hel pful
coment s possi bl e.

Publ ic comments and participation have al ready
been val uabl e in devel opi ng the proposed rul es, and we
expect the final rules to benefit further from additional
coments received during the comment peri od.

The rul es proposed on Decenber 3rd will affect
virtually all utilities in the country. The Clean Air Act
anmendnents require themto be promul gated by May of 1992.
We appreci ate your assistance in hel ping us promrul gate the
nost wor kabl e and effective rul es possible.

I will now give a brief overview of the rules
t hat have been proposed, starting with the permts rule.

The Cean Air Act requires the acid rain
programto be inplenmented through source operating

permts. W have tried to develop permt requirenents



whi ch ensure source accountability for the em ssions
reductions mandated by Title IV, yet afford sources the
fl exi ble planing opportunities to help mnimze the costs
of conpliance.

Addi tionally, we have sought to ensure that
the acid rain permt programintegrates snoothly with
State operating permts under Title V, yet provides
nati onal consistency necessary to support an all owance
tradi ng market.

The acid rain permts rule has several key
conmponent s, including requirenents concerning
certification of a designated representative, permt
applications, revisions and chal |l enges, and the sel ection
of certain conpliance options provided for in the
| egi sl ation.

The rul e al so proposes a procedure for phase
one extension provisions of the |egislation.

The al |l owance systemrul e was devel oped to
provi de sources with flexibility to neet their sulfur
di oxi de em ssions limtations econom cally while providing
envi ronnmental accountability for conpliance with the
requi red national cap on SO, em ssions.

The proposal establishes requirenents for a

system for tracking, holding, and transferring all owances,



as well as for the establishnent and operation of
al | owance accounts.

The proposal al so includes requirenents
relating to the distribution of allowances fromthe
conservati on and renewabl e energy reserve.

The conti nuous em ssions nonitoring rule, or
the CEMrule, is designed to neasure source conpliance and
instill confidence in the market-based approached, by
certifying the existence and quantity of the all owances
bei ng traded.

The CEM proposal includes requirenments for the
continuous nonitoring of sulfur dioxide, volunetric flow,
ni trogen oxi des, diluent gas, and opacity for affected
units.

The proposal al so contains provisions covering
nmeasur enent of carbon dioxide nonitor certification
procedures, performance verification tests, and record
keepi ng and reporting requirenents.

Finally, the excess em ssions rule defines the
consequences for, and responsibilities of sources, which
fail to conply with the acid rain program s requirenents.

The requirenments of this rule provide a strong
mar ket - based i ncentive through penalties and offset

provi sions for sources to ensure conpliance with the



reduction requirenents of the | aw

We | ook forward to hearing your comments on
any and all aspects of these rules.

To that end, 1'd nowlike to review with you
the ground rules for the public hearing.

The purpose of this hearing is for EP.A to
get the benefit of your coments on the proposals.

As a consequence, during this proceeding,

E.P.A will not advocate any particul ar point of view and
w Il not engage in any |engthy discussions of the rules.
W will, instead, listen to and record your

testi mony, and where necessary to fully understand it,
will ask clarifying questions.

Because not too many people have signed up to
testify, I won't be too strict about the ten mnute
requirenent, ten mnute time limt that was set in the
instructions, | think, you were given.

If you wish to address the panel, please nmake
sure that you signed in at the table outside the room
Those who had preregistered are going to speak first. Any
addi ti onal speakers will be called in the order that they
si gn up.

"Il adjourn the heari ng when everyone has had

a chance to speak, and that looks like it will be well



before four-thirty.

When your nane is called to speak, you should
cone up to the podium announce your name, and spell it
for the court reporter, and your affiliation, and begin
your presentation.

We request that if you have not already
presubmtted your remarks to the public hearings hotline
and you have a copy avail able, please give a copy to
Tricia, who was the person sitting at the table. If you
don't have a copy now, it doesn't matter, you can submt
one for the docket.

You shoul d address your remarks to the panel,
which is why we tried to turn the podiuma little bit.
You are not expected to answer questions fromthe
audi ence.

A transcript of the hearing will be made by
the court reporter and will be placed in docket A-91-89 --
| think it's 89, or isit 69 -- 69,1 think, which is the
overal | docket for these rul e makings.

The public comrent period for the proposal
will remain open until February 3rd, as stated in the
proposals in the "Federal Register"” notice.

The record will be kept open for coments on

testinmony given today until 30 days after the hearing,



whi ch woul d be a few days | ater, February 7th.

If you have supplenental remarks, in addition
to your testinony, you nmay submt themto the centra
docket section of E.P.A at the address listed in the
proposed noti ce.

Again, 1'd |ike to enphasize that we encourage
your comrents on all facets of the rules.

While we have tried to nmake the proposal s as
clear as possible, if you have questions or believe
certain provisions are anbi guous, we encourage you to
subnmit comments to that effect, along with your
recommendati ons for renoving the perceived anbiguity.

W are also, particularly, interested in the
practical inplications of the provisions which you are
concerned about. Case exanples are very effective in
hel ping E. P. A, understand the consequences of the
pr oposal .

Additionally, while it is inportant for us to
under stand your concerns, it is also inportant that you
submt comments of support for provisions which you
bel i eve should be retained. Failure to do so could
provi de an unbal anced perception of |ack of support for
speci fic provisions.

Finally, we are commtted to promnul gating



these rul es as expeditiously as possible. You can help us
in this effort by providing any suppl enental comrents to
t he docket as soon as possible. But, in any case, no
|ater than the close of the comment period, or February
3rd.

| think 1'd now like to call the first
speaker, who is M. Frank Strehlitz from Pacific Gas and
El ectri c Conpany.

PRESENTATI ON - PACI FI C GAS AND ELECTRI C COVPANY

by M. Strehlitz

MR. STREHLI TZ: Good norning. | am Frank

Strehlitz fromPacific Gas and Electric, spelled S-t-r-e-

h-1-i-t-z.

And, you'll forgive ne if | don't maintain eye
contact. It's a little difficult.

Being first speaker, | want to wel cone you to

San Franci sco, and hope that you have sone tinme to enjoy
our city. And, since there aren't a whole | ot of
speakers, hopefully you'll have the whol e afternoon.

P&E is one -- and, by the way, in -- to start
off with, ny coments reflect, today, are strictly with
regard to CEM continuous nonitoring, and in response to
your adnonition, we support whol e-heartedly the

alternative provisions that you have provided. W just



have a few comments on sone changes that we'd like to
recomend to those.

P&E is one of the l|largest investor-owned
utilities in the United States. W operate a diverse
generation system electric generation system W have
nucl ear plants, we have hydro plants, we have punped hydro
pl ants, we have gas and oil fired plants. And geotherma
pl ants. W have the | argest geothermal generation
capability in the United States.

We serve northern and central California.

And, we are a |leader in energy conservation in the nation.

As | said, ny corments today are strictly with
regard to the CEM proposal and, in that regard, strictly
with regard to the options for SO, nonitoring and the
requi renment for NOX and dil uent nonitoring.

The proposed CEM proposal before us would
require PGRE to retrofit with new fuel oil neters and NOX
and diluent nonitors in all of it's 31 gas and oil fired
boilers. | estimate that this will cost approxi mately
$18-m | 1ion.

I have a hand out for you that I'd like to
gi ve you which kind of sunmarizes three points, or three
changes I'd like to recormmend, and has sone tables

att ached.



If | could call your attention to the table on
the second page of the hand out -- and the audience wll
have to bear with ne. You can't see what we're doing
her e.

| f sonebody would |i ke one, by the way, |
brought a lot of extras. | didn't know how big this
heari ng woul d be, so.

In this table you will note that we' ve
basically provided the capacity factors and the percent
oil burns for all of our units. And the capacity factors
are highlighted in bold type, and the percent oil is in
the smal |l type.

The main thing | want you to try to focus on
are the 120 negawatt and smaller units, with regard to
their very low utilization and very | ow oil burning.

It is ny hope that this data will substantiate
the three changes, or at |east provide support for the
t hree changes which we'd |Iike to propose.

The first change that we would |ike to propose
is that for gas and oil fired units, where the oil serves
as a back-up fuel, that the operator be allowed the option
to continue using the existing fuel oil neters that have
greater than a plus or mnus two percent error.

Now, in order to choose this option, the



operator should be required to arbitrarily add the design
error of the existing neters, as established by the

manuf acturer. And this would be for the purpose of
reporting SO, em ssions for the acid rain program

This woul d provi de an econom cal option to
continue utilizing existing fuel oil nmeters on nost of our
old and small units, which very seldom burn oil, provided
we add the typical six percent error to our observed
r eadi ngs.

The net effect of this would be a possible,
slight, over-reporting of sulfur dioxide em ssions for
P&E. And, the reason | say possible, as you can see from
the data, there are years when there is no oil burned so
there woul d be no over-reporting.

And, in addition to that, the neters
t hensel ves m ght be on the | ow side so that adding the six
percent actually isn't a real over-reporting.

| f available, we estimate that we would sel ect
this option for 13 of our smaller units, saving a mllion
dollars in capital expense.

We believe that this option has an econom ¢
merit, and that it is self-limting. The value of the
over-reported SO, al |l owances woul d assure that where

justified by the capacity factor, the anount of oi



burned, and the expected unit life, that an operator would
choose to install the new high accuracy neters.

And, on the third page of the hand out that
|'ve provided, |'ve given an exanple for a typical PGE
unit. |'ve chosen Contra Costa Unit 4.

For the period 1980 to 1989, which as sone
basis in various aspects of the acid rain program |
estimate that the cost of the over-reported em ssions
woul d be, essentially, $450.00, whereas, the cost to
install the new -- that's per year. The cost to instal
the new fuel oil neter is $12,000.00 per year.

Furt hernore, under the assunptions of the
exanple |'ve provided, the nmaxi mum over-reporting for any
oil fired unit in the country would be eight tons per
year, at which point it would beconme nore econom cal for
the operator to install high accuracy fuel neters.

The second suggestion we have is that you
provi de an option for gas and oil fired units that are
subj ect to an absolute, regulatory higher fuel sulfur
limt, to default to this limt for purposes of
cal culating and reporting their SO, eni ssions.

This is not a newissue to you. | know that
Con Edi son has been pushing it very hard. [|'m not going

to bel abor the point today, except to say that we support



And, again, it has a nice feature to it in
that it is an economcally, self-limting option.

If, for exanple, we were to be using point-
four percent sulfur oil instead of the point-five we're
al lowed, it very quickly becones advantageous for us to
install higher accuracy neters.

The third suggestion we have is that you
provide an alternative to continuous em ssion nonitoring
for nitric oxides, and the diluents, for gas-dom nated
units, with typical annual capacity factors under 30
percent, and these units woul d, obviously, have to not be
subject to nitric oxide enission regulations.

Qur snaller, inefficient gas and oil fired
units are used primarily for peaking and back-up duty.
They i ncur |ong periods of non-operation.

| believe that nitric oxide em ssion
cal cul ati on net hods can provide accurate information on
the em ssion fromthis type of unit.

Specifically, PGE currently utilizes a
conmput er based program which cal cul ates the nitric oxide
em ssions fromall of these units on an hourly basis. And
that's not real time, that's after the fact. It can be

done a nonth, on a nonthly basis after the fact.



This programuses a unit | oad versus nitric
oxi de em ssion algorithmwhich is based on actual unit
dat a.

In order to ensure that em ssions are not
under-reported, it would be appropriate for the Agency to
establish requirenents for how the unit test data is to be
obt ai ned, and the criteria of establishing the nitric
oxi de em ssion versus | oad curves.

We woul d be happy to host a presentation to
menbers of E. P. A technical staff on P&E s current
conmput er program and approach to this calculation
procedure. And, we would be happy to nake the program
avai l abl e to you.

We are fully in agreenment with the conments
subnmitted to you on this sane subject by the Lower
Col orado River Authority, and the City Public Service of
San Antoni o, dated Septenber 10th, 1991.

W estimate that if the requested alternative
were provided, 12 of our snmall, old units would qualify,
savi ng PG&E ratepayers $6-mllion with what we believe to
be no nmeasurabl e i npact on the national data base for NOX

Al the units in the country that are gas and
oil fired units below 30 percent contribute | ess than one-

hal f of one percent to the national total NOX em ssion



And, here we're talking a slight increnment of that.

|'ve stated before that we greatly appreciate
the alternative nonitoring provisions already provided,
and we are hopeful that the three changes that we have
proposed wi Il be considered and i ncor por at ed.

|'d be happy to answer any questions. And, if
| can't, |'d be happy to nake additional submttals.

| do have witten copies of sonething that
| ooks fairly simlar to the testinony |'ve provided. As
you know, at the last m nute you always change things
around a bit. There are no factual changes. And, | don't
remenber who you said | should have given those to.

M5. GRANT: | think -- how many copies do you
have?

MR STREHLI TZ: | have nine.

M5. GRANT: |If you could give one to ne and
one to the court reporter. Okay?

MR. STREHLI TZ: You can have two, you can have
| ots.

M5. GRANT: That's all right.

Thank you very much. | don't have any
guestions, did you have questions?

MR. STENBURG. On the NOX, what you're

proposi ng, basically, as | understand it, to do estimates



usi ng your nodel on the em ssions as opposed to actual in-
stack nonitoring?

MR STREHLITZ: Well, | wouldn't call it an
estimate, 'cause it's based on an actual test data, if you
will, fromthe unit. O what the NOX em ssions are at any
gi ven | oad.

And, you can do, certainly, various curve fits
to that. You can be on the slight high side.

The scatter on this data isn't all that w de,
if you do a good job of obtaining it in the first place.

And, we use, you know, in-stack
chenol um nescent nmonitors with multi-point traverses, and
do a pretty good job of establishing what our curves are.

MR. STENBURG. Have you ever done any after
the fact calibration, to go in and see, based on what your
predi cti ons woul d have been, what the actual om ssions
wer e?

MR. STREHLITZ: That's hard to do. The actual
em ssions are the ones we cal cul ate.

We do have some in-stack nonitors. The old
Part 51 nmonitors, and our air districts have got much nore
confidence in our computer cal culations than they do on
what cones out of the continuous em ssion nonitors.

Part of the problemw th the em ssion nonitors



is the data | oss gaps. Wereas, the nethod we utilize
utilizes the actual recorded unit |oad data and there are
no gaps in that.

And, so since we're tal king about units that
are not heavily utilized, and that are gas dom nated, ny
feeling is that this is a very accurate way of cal cul ating
it.

MR, STENBURG  Thank you

MS. GRANT: Thank you.

|"d like to place a copy of the P&E exhi bit
t hat was handed out earlier in the testinony in to the
record as Exhibit 1.

(WHEREUPON, EXHIBIT 1
I S I DENTI FI ED FOR THE RECCRD)

M5. GRANT: |Is M. Nelson here? O anybody
fromS. CE?

The next speaker will be M. Richard Kahn.

PRESENTATI ON - GAMVA- METRI CS

by M. Kahn

MR. KAHN: Ckay. M nane is Richard Kahn.
I'"'mfrom Ganma- Metrics out of San Di ego, California.

The subject I'"mgoing to coment on is 40 CFR
Part 75, continuous em ssions nonitoring.

And, the objective of this presentation, these



coments, are on our product, which is the el enental coal
anal yzer.

El enental coal analyzers on-line and off-Iline
are commercially available and widely used. These devices
of fer cost effective and highly reliable alternative for
provi di ng substitute data for continuous em ssions
monitors, CEM s, whenever backup is needed.

Al t hough the capabilities of our device,the
el enrental coal analyzer, may well be used as such, it's
not the intent of this testinony today to propose that it
shoul d be nmandated as a prinmary or secondary backup
t echnol ogy.

Rat her, Gamma- Metrics proposes that E. P. A
legislation will allowutilities to use the results of our
technol ogy to denponstrate it's conformance with
| egi sl ation.

So, specifically our coments is that Ganma-
Metrics is requesting that this |egislation acknow edge
two viable methods as alternatives for substitution of
m ssing CEM data at coal fired plants.

Met hod 1 that we're proposing is that on-line
el enental anal ysis ahead of the bunkers, coupled with
commercially available silo flow nodel -- that's Method 1.

Method 2 is, we're proposing off-line



el enental anal ysis associated with as-burned sanpl es
installed on each feedpipe after the bunker. And I'm
going to go into that a little bit deeper as we go on.

Why should E. P. A include el enental coal
analyzers in the list of conpliance technol ogies? A few
were nmentioned in your docket.

Well, the answer is that el enental coa
anal yzers are precise. They have proven their capability
provi di ng accurate analysis data on nost of the paraneters
call ed out by the pending |egislation.

It is also probably the nbst accurate
technol ogy comrercially avail abl e today for measuring
sul fur in coal

O her inportant analysis paraneters include
noi sture, ash and the ash m neral ogy, BTU, pounds SO, per
mllion BTU, which is a cal culation, and numerous ot her
paraneters, also with accuracies very conparable to that
of ASTM | aboratori es.

Al so, the devise is highly reliable due to the
sinplicity of the design. For exanple, it has very few
movi ng parts. The elenental coal analyzers routinely
achi eve performance reliabilities of 98 percent or better.

It's an accessi bl e technology. Gamma-Metrics

el enrental analyzers are nowin its third generation and is



fully devel oped production units.

To date Gamma-Metrics has installed over 30
on-1ine coal analyzers which achi eved over 60 conbi ned
operating years.

The tineliness of our product, Gamma-Metrics'
on-line elenental coal analyzers provide a new anal ysis,

i ndependent of the previous one, every m nute.

We have also an off-line device that I'll talk
about a little bit today, which provides an anal ysis as
rapidly as every ten mnutes. About the tine of ny
present ati on.

A description of elenental analyzers is found
over here. There are basically two types of el enental
coal analyzers. One is used on-line and is suitable for
provi di ng an "as-burned" analysis of the coal ahead of the
bunkers. The other is off-line and can be used to anal yze
coal as it exits the bunkers.

So, first on-line coal analyzers.

As stated earlier, the Gamma-Metrics' on-line
el enental coal analyzer is a proven and relied upon
technology in the utility and coal industries today.
Gamma-netrics offers two nodels, one that anal yzes a ful
stream of coal, it can take up to a thousand tons per hour

of coal, and anot her nodel that anal yzes a sanpl ed stream



at up to 200 tons per hour.

At a mininmum these instrunents provi de users
of the technology with the real-tine capability of
nmonitoring the concentration of elenents present in any
coal stream And, they're updated, again, each m nute.
These tinely anal yses include full ultimte and m neral
matter anal ysis, which includes, again, the sulfur, total
ash, et cetera.

But, also we can conpute properties, which are
very valuable to the plant operation itself. Ash fusion,
vol atile content can all be conputed.

The technol ogy enpl oyed by this device is
pronpt ganma neutron activation analysis. It relies on
t he phenonenon that every el enment, when exposed to a very
| ow | evel stream of neutrons -- and | have sone cut-away
di agrams of this product in this testinony -- responds by
rel easing a ganma ray.

Key to this technology is the fact that each
and every elenment gives off a gamma ray at an energy | evel
that is unique to that elenment of its origin.

A hi gh speed conputer counts and sorts the
gamma ray events by energy |levels, producing a spectrum
And the spectrumis then mathematically divided into its

conponent parts.



Anal yzer uses have utilized information to
achi eve sone form of process control benefit to date. The
nmost popul ar applications of the coal analyzer to date are
on-line coal quality nonitoring, sorting, and bl endi ng.

Asi de fromthe sheer volune of coal analyzers
purchased, there are two other clear signals of the
ef fecti veness and overwhel m ng acceptance of this
technology. One is that the esteened International Energy
Agency, the I EA, Coal Research O fice, has published an
entire volune on the on-line coal analyzers.

Anot her signal of acceptance is provided by
the ASTM ASTMis now witing a standard for on-line coa
anal yzers. In the neantine, until this is achieved, one
point to be made is that until they do have a standard,
the present users enploy ASTM s interl aboratory
reproducability standards to verify the accuracy of the
i nstrunent.

Agai n and again, the on-line elenmental coal
anal yzer, and the off-line, have proven to exceed the ASTM
st andards.

And, |'ve attached with the testinony sone
performance plots conparing the anal yzer with the
| abor atory.

Okay. The other device is the FastLab.



Essentially what we've done is taken the sanme technol ogy
that we use in our on-line device, we packaged in to a
unit that can take a six liter sanple. And it uses,
again, the sane type of technol ogies to anal yze the coal
sul fur, ash, noisture and BTU, and it can be used al so.

My next subject is answering the question, how
is the elenental coal analyzer applied in data
substitution application?

The followi ng on-line el enental anal yzer and
off-line el enental anal yzer conpliance nethodol ogi es are
both extrenely viable technol ogy options. They both wll
produce an accurate analysis of the as-burned quantity of
pounds SO, that can be reported after the sulfur retention
in the ash is accounted for.

Now, the first nmethod where an on-line coal

anal yzer -- that's the one that, in nost cases, takes the
full streamof coal -- is analyzing on-line ahead of the
bunkers.

The first method that Gamma- Metrics proposes
for consideration is one that includes using this on-line
anal yzer positioned ahead of the bunkers. In order to
acconplish this application, an anal yzer woul d need to be
coupled with a coal silo flow nodel, to properly determ ne

t he instantaneous quality of the bunker's output stream



Thi s nodel was needed because coal bl ending
can occur wwthin the silo, and a first-in-first-out
princi pal does not always apply.

Wth this devel oped nodel, the anal yzer system
can determ ne the exact coal quality fed to the boilers
during the tinme period requested.

A proven silo feed nodel is commercially
avai |l abl e, which possesses the sophistication required for
the application. Devel oped by EPRI through Praxis in
1988, its fidelity has been verified at two installation
sites.

In this scenario, the coal analyzer's accuracy
can be regularly proven to be within ASTM st andards
t hrough taking a secondary sanple fromthe reject stream
of the analyzer itself.

A maj or benefit offered by this approach is
that it can determ ne the coal's SO, data of the coal,
whil e the bunker is being | oaded, rather than after the
fact. Once it's in the bunkers, it's burned. |It's over
Wi th.

Thi s advanced information will give the
utility the opportunity to take corrective action, rather
than fill up a bunker with coal that will definitely

create an exceedence [sic], which could lead to a forced



outage or a derate.

In addition, the plant can make use of the
tinely elenental information to inprove its heat rate, or
to increase the efficiency of its desul furization
equi pnent. This is a side benefit to the | egislation of
havi ng, accepting this as a substitute data option.

Now, there's a second option that I'll talk
about that uses the FastlLab, the off-line anal ysis device
that takes a six liter sanple.

In this nmethod, an extractive probe gathers a
representative coal sanple fromthe coal pipe between the
bunker and the boilers, as frequently as once a m nute.
The probe drops a sanple into a chute which feeds the six
liter sanple bucket for the FastLab, and is transferred
manual |y over to the FastLab for an analysis. It gives an
anal ysis in ten m nutes.

As with the silo nodel | nentioned earlier,
the as-burned sanpler is field proven and comrercially
avai | abl e.

Al so, as with the previous approach, the
FastLab's accuracy can easily be verified regularly with
an ASTM | abor atory.

In conclusion, the on-line elenmental analysis

t echnol ogy shoul d be included in the group of technol ogies



consi dered conpliance technol ogi es.

The providing of substitute data for CEM s
m ssing data periods, this on-line coal analyzer and off-
I'ine coal analyzer can be an excellent application.

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity that
E.P. A has given us to coment on its |egislation.

MS. GRANT: Thank you.

Questions?

MR. STENBURG Have you ever actually conpared
your estimate with what was com ng out of the stack? Sort
of do that --

MR. KAHN: Yes. Over at one of our custoners,
|"ve included a custonmer list with ny testinony.

American Electric Power had directly run the
anal yzer and conpared it with the stack, w thout going
t hrough an active storage file. And it conpared very,
very favorably to the point where it was part of the
overal | acceptance of the technol ogy at the power plant.

The, well naybe -- | have sone people from
Praxis. | guess you' re asking about nodeling as, do you
have any questions about the silo nodel? W have sone
peopl e over here that can answer any questions you m ght
have as to the silo nodel which can predict the flow of

the coal through a silo very accurately.



MR.

nore, you know,

STENBURG | think ny question was just

the validation of the nodel or the

estimate, if you will, based on --

MR. KAHN:  Yeah.

MR. STENBURG  -- actual stack nonitoring.

MR. KAHN. It has been done in the past.

MR, STENBURG  Ckay. Thank you.

MR. KAHN. Thank you.

MS. GRANT: The next speaker is Doctor Jerone
Kur z.

PRESENTATI ON - KURZ | NSTRUMENTS
by Dr. Jerone Kurz

MR. KURZ: Good norning. M nane is Jerry

Kurz. |1'mthe president and owner of Kurz Instrunments in

Mont erey, California.

We are a primary manufacturer and devel oper of

flow nonitors for industry and a variety of applications.

Presently, our equi pnent is being evaluated at

several locations in the country for the flow nonitor. W

have equi pnment

running at TVA right now And I know the

E.P.A's famliar with that program

We al so, part of the basis of this |egislation

is based on evaluation of flow nonitors in the field, and

we have sone excel |l ent exanpl es of our equipnrent in



operation for several years. Like the surf project that's
mentioned as a footnote, and a few ot hers.

|' ve been naking thermal anenoneters, very
rugged, very tough, and very strong, to neasure flow, for
about 15 or 20 years.

And, we have themin hundreds of applications
for conbustion air boilers, major power plants all over
the country, including the plants that we're tal ki ng about
inthis list, with 40 CFR 75.

The advantages of our equipnment is that it's
quite sinple, very easy to naintain. Doesn't tend to get
dirty in dirty environnments, which is a surprise to nost
people. And, is easy to install. And provides a
tremendous anount of flexibility because you can make it
shorter or |onger, nore probes or |ess.

| have sonme comments on the, the 40 CFR 75,
the flow nonitor portion. | believe it would be docunent
control nunber A-90-51.

And, ny comments cane over the facts -- they
don't |l ook too good, so I'mgoing to submt these |ater.

These are fairly detail ed comrents.

Hopefully, they'll be, as an expert in this field, maybe
they' Il be useful to sone of the certification and

operating requirenents.



Actually, in overview, I'minpressed with the
work that's been done so far. | think they've gotten a
| ot of good points.

Nunber one, | do not believe that the
orientation tests need to be nmade during certification,
provi di ng supporting test data for the flow nonitors shows
that the unit neets the four percent error over a ten
degree rotation, or yaw angle. In other words, it should
be within four percent in any direction.

Once you do this for a piece of equipnent you
should not have to do it every tinme. It should be part of
your supporting test data.

And, it just takes time and it's difficult to
do. Because, once you put it in the stack you lock it
down and it's, you're going to have to pull out the bolts,
nmove it, and so forth. So, | think that's unnecessary.

Nunber two, as proposed in seventy-five-point-
t wo- f our, paragraph two-point-two, appendix A | believe
that in order to reliably performa daily calibration
test, one nust inpress the flow nonitor sensors with a
known velocity and verify the entire systemcalibration up
to the data, and fromthe point of the probe in the stack,
all the way through to the data handling system And, do

that at no less than two stack fl ow rates.



Nunber three, we do not believe that purging a
differential pressure device automatically nakes it
unnecessary to performa true calibration test.

| can el aborate on all of these subjects.

Nunber four, it's our belief that the
el ectronic calibration test suggests for an ultrasonic
flow nonitor is truly on an electronic stability test and
not a true flow calibration test.

Because the ultrasoni c device neasures the
average velocity along the dianeter of a circular stack,
it neasures the average velocity along a path, and,
therefore, it does not properly weight (phonetic) to area
i nside the stack, such that you can have equal average
velocities and have quite different stack flow rates.

Whi ch neans that the device is very sensitive to stack
velocity stratification, which is well footnoted in the 40
CFR 75.

Number five, we do not believe that E.P.A"'s
correct in assumng that a zero and span (phonetics) test
for an ultrasonic flow nonitor is anal ogous to a poll utant
zero and span calibration test. It's not the same thing.

Nunber six, we are delighted to see that
E. P. A recommends adjusting the flow nonitor calibration

based on the reference test data.



We believe that the basic correction should be
used for all reference test stack velocities, not just
one.

E.P.A's indicated it thought it was too
difficult and unnecessary. It is not at all. W do it
all the time in our equipnent. That neans we can track
the systemfromlow flow to high flow, conpletely

If a daily calibration test is devel oped, we
suggest that the flow nonitor data be corrected on a daily
basis. O nore. Continually. Just as it may be adjusted
based on the reference nethod every quarter. But, why not
do it every day if you have a built in calibrator.

Nunber seven, it appears that the flow
accuracy of plus or mnus a foot a second for stack flows
bel ow ten feet a second, is a little anbi guous, because it
inplies that you'd have an accuracy of less than ten
percent, one foot out of ten.

And, nost devices, except for ours, would have
a very difficult tinme measuring to precision one foot a
second. Especially a differential pressure device.

That's 60 feet a mnute. That's wal king across this room
inamnute. O halfway across the room

Nunber eight, we are concerned about the

accuracy of the E. P.A reference nethod two.



It is well known that a type "S" pitot tube is
orientation sensitive in both directions, yaw and pitch.
And has a calibration factor that varies with the
differential pressure itself, which nost people do not
correct for, and has very poor sensitivity bel ow about 700
feet a mnute, at which point E P. A does not reconmend
using it.

And, in addition, since the velocity
measurenents are taken sequentially, as you go across the
stack that nakes the neasurenents, the stack flow may
change during the conpliance test, giving nore uncertainty
as to the total flow

| would be, | would be surprised if the
accuracy of the reference nmethod, which is nethod two,
woul d be any better than two or three percent, with al
t hose vari abl es.

My concern is that we put a | ot of enphasis on
your statistics on the randommess, and so forth, of the
noni t or .

| think you'll find that the |larger part of
the statistical deviations cone fromthe reference nethod
itself.

Normal |y, also, the error of the secondary

device is considered to be four tines the error of the



calibration standard. This is a standard specification
for high quality work in instrunmentation | aboratories that
do calibrations.

We believe the repeatability of our thermal
flow neter is far greater than the repeatability of the
met hod two test data. Method two test equipnent.

We feel that the accuracy of the reference
met hod nust be significantly inproved in order to ensure
that the em ssion credit system be successful.

As | read everything you' ve witten here,
you're basing all of these allowances on reliable, honest
to God nunbers com ng out of the stack

So, a ten percent error in emssion rate, at a
dol l ar a pound, | believe you anal yzed, could be mllions
and mllions of dollars, and would easily justify having
an instrunment that was nmuch nore accurate.

One solution that | would put forth would be
to use several independently operated standard pitot tubes
rat her than a sequential nethod, so that you have all the
data at one tine. They are nmuch nore, have a better
calibration factor, and they're not as nearly orientation
sensitive.

Nunber -- | guess it's nunber nine. |

nunbered this wong, so bear with ne. |1'mgoing to cal



it ten, but | think it's really nine.

It appears that the alternate CEM devi ces need
only to agree with certified CEM devices. | don't
understand this. Wy is this, why is this a requirenent?
Wiy don't they use the standard nethod to certify an
al ternate device?

Agai n, you're using a secondary standard to
cal i brate anot her secondary standard.

This seens very loose and ill-defined. |
t hi nk that needs to be gone over nuch nore carefully.

It's also not clear, on nunber ten is not
cl ear how the actual accuracy of the entire CEM in order
to get the pounds per hour, which is what -- |'mjust
tickled to death that you've done this, because it's so
important -- it's not defined in 40 CFR 75.

If the air, relative accuracy of the flow
nmonitor can be 15 percent, and | can't renenber what the
SO, nonitor is, 'cause | don't make them | think it's
seven-and-a-half percent. What relationship are we going
to use to establish accuracy of the product of that
concentration tinmes mass? It's not specified.

And, | think you're in for a few surprises.

Do we use the square root of the sum of the

squares of the air? W have people at E.P. A that could



certainly cone up with a statistical way to do that.

But, it seens like that's sonething that needs
to be done.

I think you're | ooking at sonme errors that are
in the order of, you know, 15 percent is a trenendously
| arge nunber, and if you tack on that seven-and-a-half
percent fromthe SO nonitor, and, of course, | think that
the air of the, conbined, would be just slightly nore than
15 or 16 percent, that's a huge nunber.

Nunmber 11, it appears to be an anbiguity about
the dirt on a thermal flow nonitor.

There haven't been very many restrictions
pl aced on the thermal flow nonitors, which I'm pl eased
about. But, | think part of it is that they don't
understand them as well as they, as sonme of the other
devi ces.

One paragraph says they should be inspected
frequently. And, further in the quote, it says that it
shoul d have a mechanismto clean it. So, there's a little
bit of a difference there. 1'd like to see that cleaned
up.

But, nmy recommendation is that, since the dirt
accurrul ation is a strong function of particulate

characteristics, and every plant is different, | suggest



that whether or not it's required to be cl eaned or

i nspected be based on the quarterly certification tests.
That's the, if it has to be cleaned every nonth, every
quarter, it'll conme out when you do the certification and
the quarterly tests thereafter.

Because of the econom cs involved, | think
it's clearly to everybody's benefit to suggest redundancy
for this equi pnent up on the stack.

If it shuts down for one day, unless we use
sone of the ideas that were presented before, to use the
wor st data that you've had in a year for the mssing days
woul d probably cost nore than the cost of having a
redundant i nstrunent.

And, you'd have these instrunents both -- two
instruments could be, go through the certification at one
time. One could be on standby or pulled out and put back

inif it's needed.

Redundancy, | think, is a very inportant part
of this.

Maybe you should just tie it to econonics and
et the users decide. But, | think it'd be smart to have

t he redundancy, so you know you have very high
avail ability.

|"d like to thank you for this opportunity,



and good | uck.
M5. GRANT: Thank you.
The next speaker is M. Cavanagh.

PRESENTATI ON - NATI ONAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCI L

by M. Cavanagh

MR. CAVANAGH: Thank you. M nane is Ral ph
Cavanagh, spelled C a-v-a-n-a-g-h.

And, 1'd like to turn the subject away from
monitoring, if I mght, and | ook, spend the nest ten
m nutes just focusing on the conversation and renewabl e
energy allowance. And, the way the regul ati ons propose to
address it.

By background, | should note that | have
headed the energy program of the Natural Resources Defense
Council for the past 12 years. | spent nost of that tine
working with utilities on the devel opnent of energy
ef ficiency and renewabl e energy prograns, and on the | east
(phonetic) cost planning processes that this |egislation
is explicitly designed to pronote, in coordination with
t he national energy strategy.

| have worked extensively with utilities in
that capacity, and al so as a nmenber of the energy
subconmmi ttee of the President's conm ssion on the

environnment. And on the energy engi neering board of the



Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences.

The view | give today are solely those of
NRDC, though. And, | should note, we will be presenting
witten coments on the full rule. But, 1'll focus today
just on the conservation and renewabl e energy al |l owances,
because that corresponds nost closely with where ny work
has been over the last 12 years.

As |'m sure you know, the purpose of that
reserve is to set aside three hundred thousand all owances,
specifically to pronote renewabl e energy and energy
ef ficiency devel oped by our utilities, consistent with a
| east cost energy plan.

And, it was a specific objective of Congress,
particularly as regards the energy efficiency part of that
reserve, that it be limted to utilities that have been
gi ven financial incentives by their conmm ssions to pursue
efficiency, so that they are not in a position of |o0sing
noney as a result of the reduced sal es that acconpany
successful conversation energy prograns.

Now, there are features of this rule that we
very rmuch like. For exanple, we congratulate you for
limting the definition of conservation neasures that
qualify for allowances to inprovenments in end-use

ef ficiency, as opposed to inprovenents in transm ssion or



power plant efficiency.

We think that's clearly the result that was
i ntended by the Congress, and we congratul ate you for
rejecting clainms to the contrary that m ght have swal | owed
t hose al | owances.

" mgoing to concentrate, given the [imted
time, on areas where we think inprovenents can be nade.
And, I'mgoing to focus on the definition of renewabl e
energy.

The way you' ve defined and descri bed | east
cost planning in the rule, the issue of net incone
neutrality, what has to be done to make sure that
utilities, in fact, are financially rewarded for
successful ly pursuing conservati on.

And t he question of neasurenent. How do we
make sure that, in fact, we are getting the energy savings
that are being clained, and that these all owances are, in
fact, being appropriately delivered.

On renewabl e energy, | want to sinply nake one
overriding point. That | think there's a terrible,
terrible m stake that needs to be corrected in the rule.

And, that is the decision to classify
muni ci pal incinerators that happen to recover their, sone

of their waste heat as energy. To classify them as



renewabl e ener gy.

| think that's the nmetaphorical equival ent of
an earlier admnistration's attenpt to classify ketchup as
a vegetable for purposes of school |unch prograns. |
think it's an enbarrassnment to the adm ni stration.

I think anyone connected with this provision
of the Clean Air Act, had they been told that renewabl e
energy mght be redefined to create a windfall subsidy for
muni ci pal solid waste generati on woul d have been horrified
at the proposition.

The only support | can find for it in the rule
is the point that the drafters of the rule wanted bi onass
to qualify and that PURPA, |egislation passed 13 years
earlier, includes municipal solid waste generation in its
definition of biomass generators.

But, renenber that PURPA, unlike this
provi sion of the Clean Air Act, was not designed
specifically to pronote renewabl e energy.

PURPA was | egi sl ation designed to pronote, in
general, non-utility generation. Natural to include
muni ci pal solid waste generation in that mx, wholly
unnatural to include it as part of an effort to pronote
renewabl e, particularly when nunicipal solid waste

generators have the capacity under the rule as you



proposed it to swallow up fully half of the allowances
that renewable energy's likely to be able to earn.

Now, Hap Boyd is here fromthe Coalition for
Energy Efficiency and Renewabl e Technol ogi es. Hi s conpany

is a biomass generator in the pure formof that term

And, 1'Il let himpursue this point further.
But, I want to begin by enphasi zi ng agai n t hat
| think there's a real, it's a potential enbarrassnent,

and it potentially can destroy nuch of the good that this
rule can do for renewabl e.

| also would note that, in defining renewable
energy -- and | think this is an oversight -- section
seventy-t hree-point-ei ghty-one of the rule does not note
the requirement of consistency with the | east cost plan as
one of the criteria that will determ ne whether a
renewabl e energy generator qualifies for allowances.

Again, | think it's an oversight because the
statute itself clearly requires the consistency, for both
renewabl e and conservation. And, if that oversight is
corrected, it will at |east help exclude the worst abuses
on the municipal solid waste side.

In terms of |east cost planning, a critical
definitional point, because the conservation and renewabl e

energy all owances, as |'ve nentioned, have to be



consistent wwth the | east cost plan -- defining that's
obviously a challenge. You have to | eave sone
flexibility.

But, there are two core elenents of any |east
cost plan, | think, that need nore flushing out in the
rule. And, they're both nentioned in section seventy-
three-point-three of the rule.

One is, that in doing a | east cost plan, which
is intended to be a rigorous assessnent of both demand and
supply side options for mnimzing energy services costs,
that in doing it you have to |l ook at a full range of
options. And in doing that your objective has to be to
devel op the | owest possible systemcost for the utility
system

Now, both of those objectives are noted in
section seventy-three-point-three of the rule, but nothing
is done in the subsequent discussions of |east cost
pl anning in the rule.

For exanple, in section seventy-three-point-
ei ghty-two, nothing is done to explain what those concepts
m ght mean. Nothing is done to flush themout. And, you
end up with the result that it's at | east conceivabl e that
autility that | ooked at few demand side options and a few

supply side options consistent with past practice, but



made no effort to do a full inventory of available
options, that such a utility could be construed as
conplying with the rule.

We urge you to flush out that you nean a ful
range of options. You're going to require a conprehensive
i nventory on both the demand and supply side, that reaches
out beyond what the utility's already doing.

And, also we urge you to specify that the
| owest system cost objective, which is set out in the
| egi slation, includes environnental costs.

The rul e proposes to allow the option of
i ncorporating environmental costs in the overal
cal cul ation. But, when Congress specified | owest system
cost, set out a definition in earlier legislation, the
Paci fic Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation
Act, the only other use of this termthat I'mfamliar in
the federal statute books, it nade very clear that | owest
system costs includes quantifiable environnmental costs.

And, we think you should do the sane.

The notion that you can m nimze system costs
wi t hout taking any account, whatever, of environnental
costs, is a notion that we hope the U S. Environnental
Protection Agency will reject.

So, rather than sinply making it optional to



take those costs in to account, we urge you to make it, to
require it as, indeed, the State of California does, by
State legislation, and as all our utilities do.

Two ot her brief points on the other two itens
that | said | woul d address.

The question of net incone neutrality. Very
inportant, | think, in ternms of the national inpact of
this rule. Because, what the Congress was sayi ng was that
it didn't want to grant all owances unless states had acted
to solve a pervasive problemaround this country.

Which is, the successful utility finance
energy conservation progranms automatically lose utilities
noney, unless regulators do something to fix it. Because,
t hose prograns reduce sales and utilities' profits are
tied to their sales vol unes.

You have appropriately laid out in the rule a
nunber of options for dealing with this. But, one in
particular we urge you to drop. Because, we think it is
an invitation to abuses at the state |evel.

And, that is an option that offers the states
the opportunity to neet the Act's requirenents, by doing
an annual cal cul ati on of how much energy the utility
saved. And, then giving the utility a sum of noney that

reflects the | ost revenues fromthose estinated savings.



Under such a system the nost profitable
conservation prograns to utilities are those that | ook
good on paper and save no energy at all. Because, if
there are | arge paper savings, they get a |arge paynent
fromcustoners. And, if there's no energy savings in
practice, they also, in effect, get -- they don't |ose any
revenues fromreduced sal es, because there are no reduced
sal es.

Preci sely because neasurenent is an evol ving
sci ence, precisely because abuses are possible, you shoul d
not create a conpliance option that effectively nakes
nonperform ng conservation nore profitable than performng
conservation

And, by creating this option which says it is
sufficient to project nmeasured, to project savings from
conservation and then restore those | ost revenues only, it
is sufficient to do that, as opposed to taking the next
step, as California has done, and fully decoupling
utilities' net revenues from sal es vol unes.

You are opening the way to abuses that, again,
we urge you not to invite.

We al so urge that the rule recognize that it
is not enough sinply to restore |ost revenues from unsol d

kil owatt hours, if you're trying for real incone



neutrality between conservation and power generation.

The alterative to conservation for utilities
iIs investing in power generation, and in transm ssion.
Those investnents earn a profit for utilities under
traditional rate nmaking.

If you don't, if the states don't provide sone
conpar abl e opportunity to earn a profit on conservation
you don't have true incone neutrality.

And, that's what you should be insisting on.
And, it may well be that your adm nistration of these
requi renents will have the greatest inpact, and the
greatest positive inpact, on state regulation and state
energy policy of any other part of this regulatory system

My final point, and it's very brief, goes to
t he i ssue of neasurenent and verification.

W want to be sure that, for the energy
conservation prograns, we're, in fact, getting savings and
sul fur dioxide reductions. And, as | nentioned, this is an
area in its infancy.

You are proposing in this rule to defer
conpletely to state regulators on their verification.

And, we think deference would be appropriate in states
where there are sone financial conseqguences associ at ed

wi th measurenent results.



In that case, the state regulators have a rea
i nducenent to pay close attention to nmeasurenent and
verification.

And, that's true, for exanple, in California.
But, there are jurisdictions that don't make neasurenment
and verification, an issue that has financial consequences
in the state regulatory system

States, for exanple, that are | ooking at
sinply letting utilities rate-base conservation, neaning
let themearn a return on the anount invested, w thout any
reference to how nmuch electricity is actually saved, and
to defer to neasurenent and verification results by those
states is to, again, invite abuses. Because, the state
has no incentive, whatever, to make sure that those
nmeasurenent estinmates are, in fact, accurate.

Again, we'll be expanding on these points in
witing, and we very much appreciate the opportunity to
addr ess you.

W will also, obviously, be conmmenting on a
much broader range of issues in our witten comments from
NRDC, than the ones |'ve taken on today.

M5. GRANT: Thank you.

MR. STENBURG. Under the inconme neutrality,

where you nentioned --



MR, CAVANAGH Yes?

MR. STENBURG -- the conservation prograns
that | ook good on paper, but, in fact, aren't performng.

Do you have any generic exanpl es of what that
m ght invol ve?

MR, CAVANAGH. Well, ny concern is, there are
two ways to deal with | ost revenues. And, | think it's
inportant for E.P.A to keep this in mnd. Two very
different general strategies you can follow

One is an automatic adjustnent that ensures
that fluctuations in sales volunes don't affect a
utility's profits. W've got that in California. They've
just brought it in to Washington State, show ng up,
starting to show up in sone other parts of the country.

This is the so-call ed decoupling mechani sm
There's no way to gain that nechani sm

Because, since it's an automatic adjustnent
that corrects for fluctuations in sales, that regulators
didn't expect when they set the rates, there's no way by
ei t her havi ng nonperform ng conservati on or pronoting
i ncreased sal es that you can effect profits. You have no
incentive to gain in the system

|f, instead, you're told no, we're not going

to have an automatic adjustnment. We're not going to



decoupl e sales from sales volunes fromprofits. |Instead,
we're sinply going to try to identify the nunber of

kil owatt hours saved every year and restore those profits
to you. You can gain.

Because, under that system if you can nanage
to | ook good on paper, but save nothing in practice, if
you can nmanage sonehow to distort the neasurenent results
so that they | ook good but nothing' s happening, you'l
make nore noney than if, in fact, you were doing a good
job and saving lots of kilowatt hours.

Now, | can't give you an illustration of where
that's happened. W're trying to prevent systens |ike
that from being adopted. And, we're concerned that sone
states may be |ooking at them in part, as a response to
this E.P. A rule.

But, | think it's clear E.P. A doesn't want to
set up a system where a conservation programthat perforns
better than anticipated is less profitable than a
conservation programthat perfornms much worse than
anti ci pat ed.

That's exactly what you will have if you | et
states sinply cone in and restore |ost revenues in the
mechani cal fashion that 1've just descri bed.

| f, instead, you insist on a full decoupling



of net revenues from sales volunes, which is, again, in
pl ace for every utility in this state, at this nonent, you
renove the gam ng incentive.

And, | would just add, be aware of the gam ng
incentives, and try to send signals out to the states that
you want to see those avoided. And that you don't, in
particular, want to tolerate a systemthat nakes
nonper form ng conservation nore profitable than good
perform ng conservati on.

MR, STENBURG  Thank you

MR. CAVANAGH: Sure. Thank you very nuch

M5. GRANT: The next speaker is M. Boyd.

PRESENTATI ON - COALI TI ON FOR ENERGY EFFI Cl ENCY

AND RENEWABLE TECHNOLOG ES

by M. Robert Bovyd

MR. BOYD: M nane is Robert Boyd. |I'm
director of regulatory affairs for Kennetech Corporation.
We're involved in wind energy and bi onass.

And, I'mhere today in my capacity of chairman
of the Coalition for Energy Efficiency and Renewabl e
Technol ogi es.

This is a group nmade up by a group of
renewabl e energy producers of demand si de nmanagenent

conpani es, and of environnental groups including the NRDC,



Sierra Cub, and Union of Concerned Scientists.

I would also |ike to address one portion that
Ral ph tal ked about. The conservation and renewabl e
al | owance.

As a conpany involved in an energing
technol ogy, we again think that the definition, which
i ncludes the solid waste incineration, is not really
sonet hing that we want to encourage as a country, or that
the legislation intended to encourage.

Solid waste fuel, or solid waste disposal and
burning is really a waste disposal strategy, it's not an
energy strategy. It's a way to get rid of things that we
don't know what to do with.

This type of technology's going to go forward
regardl ess of the credits that the EEP.A mght allowit.
These credits are nmerely a windfall to this particular
t echnol ogy.

And, this is because they already have
subsidies in terns of municipal bond financing, they can
play with tipping fees in order to nmake that part of the
busi ness pay off.

W really don't feel that these neet the |east
cost planning goals, too.

Enmer gi ng technol ogi es are com ng down the cost



curve and are becom ng conpetitive with other forns of
traditional generation.

And, having the little extra incentive of
these credits will help these technol ogies conpete in the
mar ket pl ace.

We believe, really, the intent of the
| egislation was to get utilities to invest in sone of
t hese renewabl e technol ogi es.

And, because nost of our facilities are rather
smal | conpared to sone of the large solid waste nmanagenent
facilities, they, the solid waste nanagenent facilities
woul d use these credits rather rapidly, and to the
detrinent of these devel opi ng technol ogi es.

So, | guess, also l'd like to talk a little
bit about biomass, as a conparison technology to solid
wast e managenent .

Qur particular plants are true cogeneration
plants. We're using wood waste products that have no
ot her place to be used, and we're burning these. This is
actually cleaner than if you would bury this in the
ground, in terns of the deconposition products that would
occur.

This is a way of having a steam host,

generating steam giving sonebody sonething they need



industrially, and generating electricity as a byproduct of
this.

And, we think this is really the neaning of
the law, or what the law intended to benefit fromthis
type of a credit.

And, in conclusion, I'd like to urge the
E.P.A to reconsider their definition, and to renove the
solid waste incineration.

Thank you.

MS. GRANT: Thank you.

Is there anybody el se here who registered to
gi ve comments and who | haven't call ed?

There was only one other person who had signed
up to testify, and |I've just been informed that he's not
com ng.

So, | now decl are the hearing adjourned.

Thank you very much
(WHEREUPON, THI S HEARI NG WAS ADJOURNED AND

CONCLUDED AT 10: 37 A.M)



